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PREFACE

The Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission wishes to acknowledge the contri-
butions of the local governments, agencies, and individual citizens who
participated in conducting the Green Bay West Shore Study. These contributors
enhanced the findings of the West Shore Study, and are listed in Appendix I.

The production of this report completes the obligations of the Bay-Lake
Regional Planning Commission to the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program,
Department of Administration, under contract number 79102-2.3, for performance
of the Green Bay West Shore Study, as described herein.

The broad scope of the West Shore Study and the efforts of the many people
who were involved in it are not easily reduced to report form. Often as
conclusions are drawn regarding specific locations along the West Shore
new information is being released, or new developments are taking place.
Therefore, the contents of this report represent the synthesis of many
sources ‘of input, as of September, 1980. In this context, the Green Bay
West Shore Study can serve as a benchmark during the ongoing conflict
resolution process described in the text.

Conducting the West Shore Study necessitated the assembly and analysis of
many more resource materials and data elements than could be totally repre-
sented in this Summary Report. This included the preparation of numerous
base maps and informational materials for review by committee participants.
The results of this detailed information generated by the Green Bay West
Shore Study will be published in a West Shore technical report, as the
documentation and analysis of availabie data is concluded during the second
year of the study.
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INTRODUCTION

The West Shore of Green Bay from the mouth of the Fox River to the Wisconsin-
Michigan border is an area which possesses an exceedingly rich heritage.
Characterized by a low, level terrain, this 53 mile segment of Wisconsin's
coastline contains one of the most valuable remaining fresh-water ecosystems
in the Great Lakes region.

Along Wisconsin's 495 mile Lake Michigan shoreline, there are less than 30
linear miles of remaining coastal wetlands, a large percentage of which

occur along the West Shore of Green Bay. Although estimates vary, the West
Shore area may contain 80 to 90 percent of the existing wetlands on the entire
Lake Michigan Shore. This is of special significance because of the somewhat
unique character of freshwater coastal wetlands, which contain many of the
elements common to inland glacial marshes, yet are subject to the dynamic
physical forces of the shoreline regime.

Accompanying the wetlands along the West Shore are some 26 natural areas
which have been identified as significant by Wisconsin's Scientific Areas
Preservation Council. These natural areas range in size from small islands
in Green Bay, to a 10,000 acre forested wetland. They range in significance
from natural history areas of local importance, to areas of statewide or
greater natural area significance. In addition, much of the land along the
West Shore functions as high quality wildlife habitat, with wetlands in
particular being of critical importance to many species.

The West Shore also has a rich history. No less than 131 identified arch-
aeological sites pre-date European settlement of the area, and many more
probably remain undiscovered. An Archaeological Survey of the Green Bay
Coastal Corridor conducted by the Great Lakes Archaeological Research Center,

Inc., in 1978-79 included a portion of the West Shore, and discovered 17 new
sites in Brown and part of Oconto County alone. Additionally, there are
some 143 historic sites or structures in the area.

The abundance of archaeological and historic sites merely reflects the role
this area has had over time as a focal point of prehistoric activity, as a
part of the lumbering industry which "created boom-towns overnight," as an
area of agricultural successes and failures, and more recently as a location
for single family homesites due to its aesthetic character. Throughout the
West Shore's history, a strong ongoing tradition of hunting and fishing has
occurred, which spans all of these settlement periods. The prime hunting
and fishing habitat, long recognized locally, has more recently attracted
state and federal attention.

In recognizing the uniqueness of this area, the Wisconsin Coastal Management
Program funded a project in 1978-79 under which the Department of Natural
Resources developed a plan for the acquisition and management of eleven
wetland/wildlife units along the West Shore of Green Bay. The State of
Wisconsin currently owns over 5,000 acres in this area, and land purchases
to implement the acquisition plan have continued. Ultimately, the acreage
goal within the eleven units identified is 13,933 acres. While this is a
significant amount of land, the valuable wetlands, natural areas, and wild-
life habitat are even more extensive.

1-1



The state acquisition plan, however, is only one of many plans which have
been proposed for the West Shore, and reflects only one of the numerous
interests and perspectives which are present. ' Examples of other interests
are agriculture, transportation, energy, harbor development, commercial
fishing, marine recreation, the housing industry, economic development, and
local concerns. Although the natural limitations of wet soils and periodic
flooding place certain constraints on development, the picturesque West
Shore continues to be sought for homesites, as evidenced by continued popu-
lation growth in its rural/suburban areas, with some townships experiencing
as much as a 60% increase during the period 1970-1979, according to estimates
by the Wisconsin Department of Administration.

Because of the way in which the many interests interact with one another

and with the valuable natural resource features, the West Shore is an area
of complexity, and sometimes of conflict. A strong local sentiment pervades
the area, and many alternative uses often compete for the same land parcels,
putting pressure on the 1imited coastal resources. This situation is not
unlike the rest of Wisconsin's coasts; but coupled with the many significant
natural areas, unique coastal wetlands, scientific and historic sites, and
extensive high quality wildlife habitat, there is added importance that

any development proceed with only a minimum of disturbance to the remaining
natural resource base if the West Shore's heritage is to be preserved.

While the wetlands and accompanying valuable resource features have been,
and will continue to be a primary focus of interest along the West Shore of
Green Bay, the perceptions, desires, and plans of those persons living in
the area are equally important. This includes local governmental units,
groups and organizations, businesses, and service agencies. The inter-
relationship between these entities and the natural resource base is an
;ﬂportant aspect which will untimately work to shape the future of the West
ore.

Understanding and being able to define the various activities which are
impacting the West Shore is thus of importance if agreements regarding future
land uses are to be addressed, and the protection and appropriate utilization
of resource areas achieved. To help accomplish this, the Coastal Manage-
ment Council and the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program continued its
interest 1in the West Shore in 1979-80 by funding a Green Bay West Shore
Study through the Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission. This study was
initiated to establish a process for the identification and resolution of
conflicts on the West Shore by taking into account local, state, and regional
perspectives. It was additionally designed to collect data and provide a
mechanism for public involvement and the coordination of planning activities
in the area. Among the primary reasons for the study were the many points

of view, plans, and competing interests which needed to be brought together
for discussion and analysis. This report summarizes the activities and
findings of the 1979-80 Green Bay West Shore Study.
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THE STUDY AREA

As previously noted, the West Shore of Green Bay from the mouth of the Fox
River to the Wisconsin-Michigan border (mouth of the Menominee River) is a
Tinear corridor extending approximately 53 miles. The existence of numerous
shoreline irregularities such as peninsulas and inlets, however, would greatly
magnify this distance if included in detail.

The area delineated for inclusion in the Green Bay West Shore Study is shown
on Map 1 relative to the Bay-Lake Region and the State of Wisconsin. The
boundary was determined by using a combination of the following criteria:

-Political boundaries of local governmental units contiguous to or near
the waters of Green Bay.

-A relatively equal distance inland from the Green Bay shoreline.

-The availability and distribution of data coterminous with the political
units.

-The inland extension of major resource features having a link to
Green Bay.

Table 1 lists the governmental units which were included within the West
Shore Study, indicating their respective sizes and relationships to the study
area. These data correspond to the boundary delineation shown on Map 1.

The study area was designed to facilitate a comprehensive examination of the
West Shore which would include issues such as transportation, energy, economic
development, and local concerns, in addition to the wildlife and recreation
values commonly associated with the area. It is hoped that this sub-regional
approach which transcends county lines to incorporate local areas possessing
similar limitations, potentials, and experiences can be used as a model which
wi]]fbe applicable to other situations and other geographical locations in

the future.

It should be noted that, in a general sense, the similarities within the

West Shore Study area and the complexity of problems and concerns grow pro-
gressively more pronounced as one approaches the Green Bay shoreline.

1-3
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GOAL AND OBJECTIVES

In 1978, the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program was approved by the
Secretary of Commerce, making the state eligible for annual grants pursuant
to Section 306 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended (P.L.
94-370). The goal set forth for the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program was:

To preserve, protect, develop and where possible, to restore or
enhance, the resources of Wisconsin's coastal area for this and
succeeding generations, with governmental coordination and public
involvement, giving due consideration to the linkages and impacts
to resources of inland areas.

The Coastal Management Goal is a statement of the overall purpose of the
program, and expresses the beliefs that: (1) a balance must be achieved
between conservation and development in Wisconsin's coastal areas; (2) this
balance must consider coastal areas and inland areas as well, when those
areas affect or are affected by the coasts; and (3) government and citizens
must work together if such a balance is to be successfully achieved.

The major objectives stated for the coastal program are as follows:

To improve the implementation and enforcement of existing state regulatory
and management policies and programs affecting key coastal uses and areas;

To improve the coordination of existing policies and activities of
governmental units and planning agencies on matters affecting key.
coastal uses and areas;

To strengthen local governmental capabilities to initiate and continue
effective coastal management consistent with identified state standards
and criteria;

To provide a strong voice to advocate the wise and balanced use of the
coastal environment and the recognition in federal, state, and local
policies of the uniqueness of the coastal environment;

To increase public awareness and opportunity for citizens to participate
in decisions affecting the Great Lakes resources.

The Green Bay West Shore Study is closely aligned with these general program
objectives, as a project funded by the Wisconsin Coastal Management Program
under "Section 306" funds during 1979-80. Specifically, however, the ob-
jectives dealing with coordination and public awareness/citizen participation
relate most closely to the West Shore Study, although all five apply.

The following were established as major objectives for the West Shore Study:
1. To establish a coordination and conflict resolution process for the
Green Bay West Shore which takes into account local, state, and
regional perspectives.

2. To provide opportunities for public involvement.

1-6



In pursuing the objectives for the West Shore Study, these expected end
products were identified:

1.

S WM

Coordination of planning activities in the Green Bay West Shore area.
Increased public awareness of coastal resources.
Conflict identification and resolution.

A final report summarizing the process and identifying areas of
agreement and remaining conflict, if any.

The study is expected to improve the management of Wisconsin's coastal areas
by assisting local and state decision-makers in making choices among con-
flicting uses, and by providing a comprehensive perspective to the management
of the Green Bay West Shore. A resolution (Appendix II) was signed by the
Brown, Oconto, and Marinette County Board Chairman stating that the Bay-Lake
Regional Planning Commission was the proper agency to coordinate the "Green
Bay West Shore Study."

1-7
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STUDY ORGANIZATION

The West Shore Study was structured to include input from three levels: Tlocal
elected officials, technical personnel, and interested citizens. This involved
the utilization of several advisory committees (see Appendix I).

There are 18 Tocal units of government within the West Shore Study area,
including Brown, Oconto, and Marinette Counties, and the minor civil divisions
within them which are nearest the West Shore of Green Bay. Also included
within this number is a small portion of the Oneida Indian Reservation in
Brown County. In order to encouragde interest and participation in the study,
Bay-Lake staff attended local town and village meetings, and met with the
mayors of the four cities within the study area.

The result of these meetings was the organization of a Green Bay West Shore
Committee composed of local elected officials or their appointees. This
committee helped identify local needs and concerns, provided an avenue for
local governments to work with representatives of state and federal agencies,
and reviewed information related to the West Shore.

The West Shore Technical Advisory Committee was formed shortly after the
Green Bay West Shore Committee, and consisted of technical personnel from
local, state, regional, and federal agencies. A list of potential partici-
pants was developed by including all agencies or departments identified as
having a role along the West Shore, and consulting with committee members
for possible additions. Both development and resource oriented organizations
were invited to participate, encouraging a balance of interests. This com-
mittee reviewed the maps and materials prepared by Bay-Lake staff for use
in the West Shore Study, to insure both the technical accuracy of the
information, and that professional concerns related to the study received
proper consideration.

The Bay-Lake Citizens' Task Force on Coastal Management was utilized as a

source of citizen input to the study. The Task Force is a standing committee
composed of primarily citizen representatives from the seven coastal counties
within the Bay-Lake Region. Proceeding from south to north these are: Sheboygan,
Manitowoc, Kewaunee, Door, Brown, Oconto, and Marinette. In addition, indi-
viduals identified by Task Force members as having particularly strong

interests in the West Shore were invited to participate; and the Task Force

forum was an effective way of insuring that citizen concerns related to the

study were addressed.

Staff from the Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission acted as facilitators

for each of these committees by providing information and coordinating dis-
cussions. Individuals in the respective groups, as implementors of state and
local plans or interested citizens, could thus work together to identify
issues, concerns, and problems, and begin addressing conflicts within their
Jjurisdictions. The process focused on utilizing available resource materials,
and integrating existing inventories and plans. The intent was not to
duplicate existing efforts but to identify gaps and to establish a process

for resolving conflicts.
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The Green Bay West Shore Committee, West Shore Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC), and the Bay-Lake Citizens' Task Force on Coastal Management met monthly
over the period December, 1979, to March, 1980, to obtain a general overview
of the study, identify West Shore issues and concerns, and review the West
Shore's natural resource base, land use, and zoning. The West Shore TAC

met for the first time in January, 1980.

Beginning in April, and continuing through June, 1980, members these three
committees, as well as other interested citizens, had an opportunity to meet
together in county subcommittees to-address issues and concerns at a more
specific local level, and to exchange points of view. The subcommittees

for Brown, Oconto, and Marinette Counties each met twice and reviewed summaries
of plans and studies affecting their respective localities within the West
Shore Study area. Local problem/conflict areas were examined, and suggestions
for possible resolutions to these were made in some instances.

A final meeting was conducted in July, 1980, providing an opportunity for
previous study participants to meet jointly in a single group. At this
meeting, the group reviewed the specific problem/conflict areas which had
been examined during the course of the study. The identification and prio-
ritization of West Shore issues, concerns, or problem areas also took place
during this final session under the 1979-80 project grant year (see Appendix

I11).

Additional sources of input to the study came from a Tess structured network
of staff contacts with area officials, technical personnel, and interested
citizens; and from the comparative review of plans, studies, ordinances, and
other data applicable to the area. West Shore Study participants were re-
quested to inform Bay-Lake staff of any available information, identify
additional contacts, or make comments which could be of benefit to the study.
Small group meetings were utilized in some instances to clarify perceptions
or obtain information.

A "non-traditional” aspect of the Green Bay West Shore Study was its open-
ended approach. Rather than utilizing public review and comment at the end
of the study for reactions to staff-level conclusions in report form, the
West Shore Study sought a broad based and widely diversified spectrum of
input from its inception. The discussions contained herein reflect that

participation.

Table 2 describes more fully the characteristics of the committees par-
ticipating in the Green Bay West Shore Study.
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METHODS OF ANALYSIS
In order to conduct a comprehensive examination of the Green Bay West Shore,
numerous data elements and resource materials were incorporated into the
West Shore Study for analysis. In broad categorical terms, three major
components were considered:

-Physical and Biological Characteristics of the Green Bay West Shore.

-Cultural Factors and Human Influences within the West Shore Study Area.

-Existing Plans, Studies, and other Documents impacting upon the West Shore.

Bay-Lake staff were largely responsible for assembling the data and other
materials, which were used by participants in the study. The data were sub-
jected to technical review in order to determine applicability to the study
area, and associated implications.

Physical and Biological Characteristics

The physical and biological characteristics of the Green Bay West Shore are

a primary reason for the area's unique attributes and development limitations.

The following subject areas were discussed during West Shore Study meetings,
and 1:24000 scale (1"=2000') color-coded base maps were prepared by Bay-Lake
staff for display and comparison:

-Bedrock Geology

-Pleistocene (Glacial) Geology

-S0il Limitations for Septic Absorption Fields

-Potential Prime Agricultural Soils

-Surface Water Features

-Wetlands*

-Fish Habitat

-Wildlife Habitat

-Significant Natural Areas

*A comprehensive, updated map of West Shore wetlands was recently completed
by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Green Bay Field Office, in cooperation
with the Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission.
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Map 2 delineates the West Shore Wildlife Habitat, providing one picture of

the resource values existing in this area. This map most completely charac-
terizes the resource values of the West Shore, because the quality of wild-
life habitat is a function of many other variables, including geology, soils,
vegetation, water resources, significant natural areas, and land use practices.

Participants in the various West Shore Committees had an opportunity to
review the large scale, color-coded map of West Shore Wildlife Habitat in
relation to maps depicting other features. Bay-Lake staff, in turn, used
the collective series of maps listed herein to structure discussions and
assist in identifying areas of agreement or conflict. "Climate" was an
additional subject area discussed during West Shore study meetings, but not
included in the map series.

Cultural Factors and Human Influences

The interactions between people and the natural resource base are responsible
for the Green Bay West Shore as it appears today. Management decisions by
entities such as state agencies, local governments and individual citizens
will further act to alter the landscape in the future.
The following subject areas were discussed during West Shore Study meetings,
and 1:24000 scale (1"=2000') color-coded base maps were prepared for display
and comparison: :

-Archaeological and Historic Sites

-Land Ownership

-Land Use

-Zoning

“Population" was an additional subject area discussed during the West Shore
Study meetings, but not included in the map series.

Plans, Studies, and Other Documents

In order to more clearly understand the multiplicity of activities and
entities interacting along the West Shore of Green Bay, a comparative
analysis of existing plans, studies and other pertinent documents was
undertaken. This consisted of two phases: 1) staff-level analysis of
these documents by the Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission to determine
applicability to the West Shore Study area, and assist in identifying areas
of agreement and conflict; and 2) summarization of the documents for the
review and benefit of participants in West Shore Study committees, as com-
parisons were drawn, and issues, concerns, or problem areas were identified.

The following plans/studies were summarized by Bay-Lake staff as they apply

to the West Shore Study area, and distributed to the West Shore meeting
participants:

2-5



GROVER

WEST SHORE
WILDLIFE HABITAT

) |

iIOCONTQO o |

[ 2% ° FALLS |

|

OCNT ‘ :
3

" Ocontag
| .

PITTSFIELD

LEGEND
@/ CLASS1 Most Desirable

./l CLASS 2 Desirable

CLASS 3 Supplemental
o 4 8

miles
Source:Wisconsin Coastal
Atlas and BLRPC.

2-6




Areawide
-Archaeological Survey of the Green Bay Coastal Corridor.
-Green Bay West Shores Master Plan Concept Element.
-Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great lLakes Coast.
-Six Year Highway Improvement Program 1980-1985.
-The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan.
-Wisconsin's Program for Preservation of Natural Areas and Other

Minimum Management Lands.

Brown County

-Brown County Comprehensive Plan Continuing Planning Program.
-A Comprehensive Plan for the Town of Hobart, Wisconsin.

-A Comprehensive Plan for the Village of Howard, Wisconsin.
~-Environmentally Significant Areas in Brown County, Wisconsin.
-Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan.

-Oneida Nation Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan.

-Open Space and Outdoor Recreation Plan.

-Port of Green Bay Marine-Related Land Use Study.

-Town of Suamico Comprehensive Plan.

Oconto County

-Facilities Plan for Little Suamico Sanitary District No. 1 Wastewater
Collection and Treatment System.

-Facilities Plan for the City of Oconto.
-Oconto County Outdoor Recreation Plan (not distributed).

~0conto Harbor Study

-An Outdoor Recreation Plan for the City of Oconto, Wisconsin (oral
presentation by park board representatives).

-Resource Conservation Program Oconto County Soil and Water Conservation
District.



Marinette County

-Highway 41 Marinette-Peshtigo.
-Marinette County Outdoor Recreation Plan.
-A Report Upon the Comprehensive Plan Marinette, Wisconsin

-Resources Conservation Program Marinette County Soil and Water Con-
servation District.

-Snowmobile Facility Plan Marinette County.

Appendix IV provides an example of the plan summaries distributed to com-
mittee participants; and the Bibliography of this report lists more completely
the reference sources consulted during the Green Bay West Shore Study.
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IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEMS AND CONFLICTS

In order to fulfill the major objective in the West Shore Study of "establishing
a coordination and conflict resolution process," the Study Organization and
Methods of Analysis were applied in an effort to identify both the general
issues, concerns, and problems existing along the West Shore, and the specific
geographic areas where problems or conflicts have become manifest. This

phase of the study was vital for a more complete understanding of the inter-
relationships taking place within the study area, and the ability to
%dequate1y determine where future efforts should be concentrated along the

est Shore.

Specifically, there were three main avenues by which West Shore problems and
conflicts were identified:

-They were identified by West Shore Study participants from the respective
localities in which the problems were seen to exist.

-They were identified by Bay-Lake staff or West Shore Study participants
through the review and comparison of plans, studies, and other documents
pertinent to the area.

-They were identified by Bay-Lake staff or West Shore Study participants,
principally those with local technical involvement, through review and
comparison of data and base maps and/or specific knowledge about the area.

While addressing problems and conflicts forms the crux of the Green Bay

West Shore Study, this focus must be kept in perspective. In a general

sense, it is often easier to draw attention to things which evoke disagreement
or controversy, rather than things which promote agreement or accord. In
addition, problems and conflicts typically appear to be both procedurally

and geographically more “point-specific” than areas of agreement. Because

of this, the former are easier to identify than the latter.

Nevertheless, it is important to understand that the West Shore of Green Bay
contains areas of agreement, as well as areas of conflict. In fact, the
geographic distribution of areas of agreement is very likely more generalized
and widespread than that of problems or conflicts.

These considerations would make a comprehensive, detailed identification and
analysis of "agreement areas" difficult and time-consuming to undertake.
Furthermore, the fact that agreements exist in certain areas tends to negate
the need for further investigation at these locations, because the presense
of agreements connotes a desirable status quo.

In this report, therefore, the discussion of "areas of agreement" along

the West Shore occurs only in general terms as they may relate to problems

or conflicts. The detailed examination of specific areas of agreement will
assume greater significance because of their potential transferability, as
resolutions to various probiems and conflicts are further pursued. Presentiy,
it is important to remember that the problems and conflicts discussed through-
out the West Shore Study exist simultaneously and in juxtaposition with
agreement and accord.
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SPECIFIC PROBLEM/CONFLICT AREAS BACKGROUND

The specific problem/conflict areas discussed in this report are generally
distributed throughout the West Shore Study area (see Map 3). Some locations
along the West Shore have concentrations of problem/conflict areas indicated;
and the number of specific areas shown on Map 3 is a delineation of those
identified during the study.

The relative concentrations of specific problem/conflict areas within close
proximity of the shoreline serves to underscore the fact that these are the
locations where competing interests and use-proposals are mast intense.
Additionally, the inland extension of specific problem/conflict areas tends
to be associated most often with rivers or other surface-water features.
This is not unexpected, as the convergence of land and water resources has
historically created focal points for both biological productivity and
human settlement.

Some locations within the West Shore Study area have experienced greater
numbers of proposals for change than other locations. Because of this,

a number of problems and conflicts from these locations have been identified
by previous studies. Where proposals for change are present, an apparent
"concentration" of problems and conflicts may thus reflect the level of
concern for the proposals which the Tocality has been involved in prior to
the Green Bay West Shore Study. A more Timited number of identified
problem/confiict areas in other locations may then conversely be attributable
to less numerous proposals involving the respective localities.

When a number of proposals and special interest plans have been prepared
for a given location, this also may increase the possibility that the
documents are in "conflict" with one another as interest areas overilap.

At the same time, in a positive vein, these circumstances can provide a
greater "unity of effort" toward achieving objectives brought forth by the
proposals upon which interest groups of similar and divergent backgrounds

agree,

The areas delineated on Map 3 do not necessarily indicate the most serious
or pressing problems along the West Shore, simply by virtue of their being
identified. Nor should their identification imply that the problems and
conflicts are of equal consequence. A review of the narrative which follows
reveals that some of the problems/conflicts identified have greater potential
ramifications than others. No attempt is made, however, to discuss the
relative severity of the problems/conflicts, or the urgency with which they
should be addressed. This aspect will be considered as the Green Bay West
Shore Study further pursues the conflict resolution effort.

What the inclusion of these specific problem/conflict areas indicates,
therefore, is a combination of the most visible and apparent concerns
identified via committee participants, the review of plans and studies, and
the data analysis employed during the Green Bay West Shore Study. Due

to the variety of inputs, most of the major problem/conflict areas along
the West Shore have conceivably been identified by the study during the
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first year. As the study enters its second year and efforts along the

West Shore continue, new problems and conflicts will undoubtedly be identified,
and old ones will be resolved. It is anticipated, however, that this study
will yield a more complete understanding of the Green Bay West Shore, and
provide a more judicious and expeditious pursuit of conflict resolution

within the study area.

The descriptive 1ist of specific problem/conflict areas identified in the
Green Bay West Shore Study have been given numbers in the narrative text

to refer to the point locations shown on Map 3. Some of the problem/
conflict areas are followed by brief suggestions for their "possible reso-
lution." These suggestions originated from two sources: 1) West Shore
Study participants in committee meetings; and 2) recommendations found in
plans, studies, or other documents pertinent to the Green Bay West Shore.
During the second year of the West Shore Study, efforts will continue toward
further identification of possible resolutions to problems and conflicts,
with an emphasis being placed on the implementation of workable solutions.
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GREEN BAY WEST SHORE STUDY
SPECIFIC PROBLEM/CONFLICT AREAS*

BROWN COUNTY
1. Fox .River

Problem/ The Green Bay Watershed Past/Present/Future, Fox Valley Water

Conflict Quality Planning Agency (FVWQPA) reports, and numerous other
sources identify the Fox River as the major determinant of
water quality in Lower Green Bay. There is no doubt that the
nutrient loadings, chemical contaminants, and biological/
chemical oxygen demands discharging from the mouth of the
Fox River exert a marked effect on the overall condition and
"health" of the Green Bay ecosystem. Therefore, water quality
problems of both point and non-point-source origin from the
Fox River manifest themselves, in part, within the West Shore
Study area. This is true despite the fact that only a small
portion of the river is included within the study area, and
the prevailing counterclockwise currents within the Bay,
which cause the inflow from the Fox River to generally veer
to the east and travel up the Door County peninsula while
diffusing within the larger water mass.

Although significant strides have already been made in re-
ducing the biological/chemical oxygen demand from point
source pollutants, and a renewed fishery in the Fox River

has produced promising results, non-point-source pollution
control measures have yet to be implemented on a large and
systematic scale. At present this entails voluntary coop-
erative efforts on the part of individual municipalities and
landowners. Furthermore, compliance standards have yet to be
agreed upon for all point-source pollutors, and clean-up of
the problem is not complete.

Possible The Water Quality Management Plan Fox River Valley Wisconsin
Resolution (By FVWQPA) contains a series of recommendations for continued
clean-up of the Fox River. Detailed planning for the Lower
Fox River by the FVWQPA during 1980, and the pending formation
of a River Basin Authority to monitor physical conditions
and establish daily discharge limits are further steps being
taken to aid the clean-up effort.

2. Oneida Tribal Land Along Duck Creek

Problem/ This parcel of land is included on the "Problem Assessment"

Conflict map in the Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan. The
"Comprehensive Plan" map for this city neighborhood (NI)
shows low-density residential development on the parcel.

*Numerical listing does not denote priority.
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At the present time, according to the Oneida Tribe, the land
will remain in its natural state. However, the Oneida Tribe's
Overall Economic Development Plan 1979-81 includes a second
year program priority to do feasibility work on the provision
of rental housing on this property, which totals about 60
acres. The development of townhouses and/or apartments is
considered as a possible project for the site.

While the Oneida Tribe does not have any formally adopted
plans for this land at the present time, the geographically
key location with respect to existing neighborhood development
has resulted in past disagreements; and the potential exists
for either future problems or agreements depending on how
objectives and coordination of development are worked out.

Possible The Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan cites coordination
Resolution of development between the Oneida property and surrounding
properties as being important.

Duck Creek Woods

Problem/ The Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan recommends low

Conflict density residential development in part of this wooded area
near Duck Creek. Environmentally Significant Areas in Brown
County, Wisconsin does not show much of this area to be
environmentally significant; while the Natural Area Inventory
Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast has identified the parcel as a
natural area of county or multi-county significance (NA-2).
The Brown County Open Space and Outdoor Recreation Plan, A
Comprehensive Plan for the Town of Hobart, and the Oneida
Reservation Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan all show
the area as either an already existing recreational facility,
or as part of a proposed greenbelt contributing to a parkway
along Duck Creek (The Town of Hobart portion has recently
been annexed by the City of Green Bay). In addition, the
Oneida Golf & Riding Club (the present owner) has stated no
intent to develop the parcel at this time, but rather has
shown an interest in preserving the area in its present state.

The City of Green Bay has indicated an interest in preserving

as much as possible in the area, but notes that there are
Timitations on how much land can be purchased by the city
parkway. The city believes there is development potential

in this property; and the way it has been mapped for subdivision
would include stringent controls, according to city planning
commission staff.

Development, however, would preclude activities such as cross-
country skiing, horseback riding, birdwatching, etc., which
occur on the property, and are dependent on the continued
natural/open space status.
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Possibie The Green Bay West Shore Study's Brown County Subccmmittee

Resolution suggested that the appropriate parties meeting together
should deal directly with this issue, reviewing alternative
means of preservation.

Duck Creek Parkway - Town of Hobart and Village of Howard

Problem/ A Comprehensive Plan for the Town of Hobart and A Comprehensive
Conflict Plan for the Village of Howard, Wisconsin both include ob-
jectives for a parkway-corridor along Duck Creek, as do
numerous other sources. However, neither governmental unit
has implemented this objective by zoning the area conservancy
(for example), or by initiating an acquisition project or
other protective measures.

The Brown County Shoreland-Floodplain Protection Ordinance
provides a minimal degree of protection for this parkway.

The 75-foot residential setback in the ordinance and per-
mitted alterations closer to the creek, however, cannot
accomplish the extent of protection which the plan maps show.
In addition, variances and special exception permits may
further weaken the degree of protection afforded to this
stream corridor.

The City of Green Bay appears to be the only local govern-

mental unit that has planned for the Duck Creek Parkway, and
then taken steps to implement that plan. It has been active
in negotiating purchases to accomplish this. However, it

is noted that the objectives for this area shown in the Brown
County Regional Planning Program (1968) have been changed to
include fewer parks, recreation, and other semi-public lands.

Possible The Green Bay West Shore Study's Brown County Subcommittee
Resolution recommended, by consensus, that the local governmental units
meet to address the protection of the Duck Creek Parkway.

Project Bay Port Area

Project Bay Port refers to the portion of the City of Green Bay along

the West Bayshore between the mouth of the Fox River and the Duck Creek
delta. The area was formerly a 600+ acre expanse wetland, called
Atkinson's Marsh. In order to achieve the industrial and port-related
objectives of Project Bay Port, the marsh was filled. Today only rem-
nants of this natural area remain. It is regarding these natural remnants
and proposals for future environmental alterations to complete the pro-
ject that problem areas and conflicts have been identified.

a. NA-1 Designation

Problem/ The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast id-

Conflict entifies 200 acres within the Bay-Port Industrial Tract as
a natural area of statewide or greater natural area signi-
ficance (NA-1), because of rare species habitat. Cited are
the nesting sites for Forster's Terns (Wisconsin endangered
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b.

Problem/
Conflict

Problem/
Conflict

d.

Problem/
Conflict

species) and other endangered animal species. Environmentally

Significant Areas in Brown County, Wisconsin shows that much
of the Project Bay Port area is environmentally significant,
primarily because of wetness.

The Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan, Port of Green Bay
Marine-Related Land Use Study, and a number of other docu-
ments show planned industrial development and further alter-
ations to sites indicated in the Natural Area Inventory and
the Environmentally Significant Areas Document.

“Tank Farm" Nesting Area

This area has a history of providing nesting habitat for the
endangered Forster's Tern. The Green Bay Wisconsin Compre-
hensive Plan recommends retention of this wetland/wildlife
preserve. This is in general agreement with the NA-1 design-
ation from the Natural Area Inventory; however, development
plans also call for the extension of a railroad spur north
through the area to serve new industrial development. This
will require state and federal permits; and the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service's Green Bay Field Office has indicated an
unwillingness to recommend this construction to the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, who would issue the federal permit.

Wetlands Between Railroad Tracks and Tower Drive-Green Bay
and Howard

The Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan recommends the

development of a railroad classification yard between I-43/
Tower Drive and the present rail line. A Comprehensive Plan
for the Village of Howard, Wisconsin recommends industrial/

warehouse development where this area extends into the village.

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service'sGreenBay Field Office has
notified the Village of Howard of their determination that
the proposed industrial/warehouse area is a valuable wetland
complex containing significant fish and wildlife habitat,
which falls under U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit
jurisdiction. The Fish & Wildlife Service has indicated
that the required permits would be difficult to obtain. The
Green Bay portion of this area is wetter in character than
the Howard portion, and is part of the NA-1 area designation
for the Bay Port Industrial Tract.

WPS "Dike"

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service has identified an area north-
west of the Pulliam Power Plant in which a dike was con-
structed offshore without securing the proper combined federal
permit pursuant to Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of
1899, and Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972, as amended.
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Problem/
Conflict

Possible
Resolution
(a-e)

Proposed Turning Basin

The Port of Green Bay Marine-Related Land Use Study recommends
extension of an L-shaped peninsula into Green Bay on the east
side of Bay Port which would shelter a proposed turning basin.
Objections were expressed to this type of harbor development
by participants in the West Shore Study, with the Brown County
Conservation Alliance taking a formal stand against it. State
and federal permits would be needed for the construction and
dredging; and the Wisconsin DNR is on record in opposition

to any further extension of the bulkhead 1ine in the Bay Port
industrial area. Representatives from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service's Green Bay Field Office have indicated their pre-
liminary opinion is that the overall negative effects of the
project appear to outweigh the benefits.

The West Shore Study's Brown County Subcommittee recommended
that Project Bay Port needs further discussion in a separate
meeting(s) of the parties who disagree with one another.

6. 01d Landfill Site

Problem/
Conflict

The Green Bay Wisconsin Comprehensive Plan recommends con-
verting the former West Shore landfill site from the old in-
cinerator north to the Bay into a community park consisting
of a shoreline open space/recreation area. In pursuing this
objective, the city recently applied for a Wisconsin Coastal
Management Program Grant to construct a nature trail and
various related facilities at the site. Negative comments
were received during the A-95 review process, however, be-
cause of the access it would give people to sensitive wildlife
nesting and feeding areas. Part of the diked 1landfill site
was never filled; and it thus acts as a “controlled" impound-
ment which can provide crucial nesting/feeding habitat when
adjacent cattail stands are obliterated due to high water
levels. The "degree of access" issue remains unresolved.

7. Quarry in the Village of Howard

Problem/
Conflict

The large dolomite quarry north of CTH "AA" and west of CTH

"J" in the Village of Howard has been identified as a potential
problem area, because an acceptable use for it after abandon-
ment has not yet been discovered. It was reported during a
meeting of the West Shore Study's Brown County Subcommittee
that a proposal to fill it with fly ash had previously been
rejected by the DNR, because of potential groundwater con-
tamination.

The Land Use Plan in A Comprehensive Plan for the Village
of Howard, Wisconsin indicates future "parks and open space"

for the quarry site. However, no means for achieving this
are discussed. The great size and depth of this quarry, and
its Tocation in the village contribute to this presently
unresolved problem.
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Water Quality Planning Areas

Problem/
Conflict

When state water quality planning was realigned into basins

to facilitate the achievement of "fishable, swimmable" water
under the guidelines of the 1972 Clean Water Act, the Duck

Creek Watershed was not included in the planning area under

the Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan (1980).
It was previously included in the Water Quality Management

Basin Plan for the Rivers of the West Shore of Green Bay (1975).

Official "208" planning for the Duck Creek Watershed is under
the jurisdiction of the Fox Valley Water Quality Planning
Agency (FVWQPA). Unfortunately, in the sub-watershed delin-
eation by this agency, the northern boundary for the Duck

Creek Watershed was arbitrarily drawn at the T24N-R25N dividing
line, instead of at the actual extent of the drainage area.
Therefore, a small portion of the watershed in the Brown

County Towns of Suamico and Pittsfield (approximately 3.3
square miles) has been effectively excluded from recent water
quality planning. At the same time, an area of direct drainage
to Green Bay (approximately 2.7 square miles) has been in-
correctly included in the Duck Creek watershed. Both of

these inconsistencies will have an effect, however small,

on the projections of discharge, nutrient loading, etc., be-
cause of differing conditions within the respective areas.
Consequently, characterization of the watershed and even
recommendations for pollution control measures may be affected
slightly.

The roughly 2.7 square mile area of direct drainage to Green
Bay that is included in the FVWQPA delineation of the Duck
Creek Watershed, is part of a small sub-basin containing
approximately an additioral 9.1 square miles. This 11.8 square
mile sub-basin is not within the planning area of either the
FVWQPA or the Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management
Plan. It contains the Barkhausen Impoundment and a canal-

type ditch, which functions as a major spawning area for
northern pike. Unfortunately, however, it has been omitted
from recent water quality planning efforts.

To some degree, the problem gaps identified in the Duck Creek
Watershed have been offset through planning and water quality
analysis by an Oneida Tribal Coastal Management Project on
Duck Creek and its tributaries. However, the focus of this
project has been on only the portion of the watershed which
is contained within the Oneida Indian Reservation; and the
areas noted are beyond this jurisdiction.

Both the FVWQPA sub-watershed file, and the Oneida Coastal

Management Project have identified water quality problems
on Duck Creek.
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Possible
Resolution

Correct Duck Creek Watershed boundaries in the "208" planning
area of theFVWQPA; and incorporate the sub-basin containing
the Barkhausen Impoundment into an officially adopted water
basin plan.

The Water Quality Management Plan Fox River Valley Wisconsin,
other reports produced by the FVWQPA, and the Upper Green
Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan contain recommenda-
tions for controlling point and non-point-source pollution.

9. Areas of Spraw] Development

Problem/
Conflict

Work Paper 4 of the Brown County Comprehensive Plan Continuing
Planning Program has identified areas in which a more rapid

rate of urban land use development has taken place than was
predicted or proposed in 1968. Some of these areas were
proposed for continued agricultural use; others were designated
for open space or environmental conservation. Examples of
such areas within the West Shore Study area include:

-Southern portions of the Town of Suamico
-Western portions of the Village of Howard

This type of "sprawl development”" is certainiy not Timited

to these areas alone, or to the Brown County portion of the
West Shore Study area. It merely reflects a local example

of a problem occurring in the state and nation. The Brown
County problem areas are listed because of specific reference
in the Work Paper 4 document.

10. Suamico Lacustrine Flats

Problem/
Conflict

The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast iden-
tifies the Suamico Lacustrine Flats as a natural history area
(NA-3), mainly because of its undeveloped nature and size.
The area extends inland from Green Bay some 2 to 2% miles.
Environmentally Significant Areas in Brown County, Wisconsin,
however, shows the area which is environmentally significant
to extend inland no more than one-half mile, with the excep-
tion of surface water.

Only portions of this area, which includes the county owned
Barkhausen Sanctuary and Peter's Marsh property, have been
discussed in local plans. The Town of Suamico Comprehensive
Plan shows the portion of this area east of the present U.S.
4T1-T41 as being "parks, recreation, open space" under 1985
Proposed Land Use Commitments. A Comprehensive Plan for the
Village of Howard, Wisconsin, on the other hand, recommends
the entire portion of this natural area under village juris-
diction for "conservation-wildlife" in the Land Use Plan.
Neither of these local governmental units, however, have
implemented the recommendations with corresponding zoning.
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The Green Bay West Shores Master Plan Concept Element (a
Wisconsin DNR plan) includes only lands east of Brown County
Highway "J" within their unit acquisition boundaries. This
includes approximately half of the Suamico Lacustrine Flats,
and is in general agreement with the Brown County Open Space
and Outdoor Recreation Plan recommendation for state open

space via the acquisition of wetlands of the Bayshore primarily

between CTH "J" and the Bay of Green Bay.

Problem gaps identified for this area include a lack of agree-
ment regarding its environmental significance or natural value,
and the future disposition of acreages west of Brown CTH "J",
which are largely in private ownership.

11. Long Tail Point

Problem/
Conflict

Long Tail Point {is currently under state ownership, and is
part of a wetlands/wildlife unit as shown in the Green Bay
West Shores Master Plan Concept Element. It was identified

as a problem area by Tocal residents participating in the West
Shore Study, because of its reduced size and shoreline pro-
tection capabilities following recent high water levels and
storm events. After the devastating storm in April, 1973,
petitions were signed by over 3000 Bay area residents who
sought resolution of the problem.

A request for a "Section 103" shore erosion study on Long

Tail Point was reportedly made to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers in 1974; but this study was never conducted. Some
participants in the West Shore Study's Brown County Subcommittee
urged a study of Long Tail Point for its spoil disposal site/
shore protection potential. Other participants were concerned
about the environmental effects and feasibility of dredge
disposal deposition at the site. It is therefore identified

as the site of an unresolved problem/conflict.

12. State Acquisition Project Boundaries-Long Tail Unit

Problem/
Conflict

The Green Bay West Shores Master Plan Concept Element identifies
eleven wetland/wildlife units for state acquisition and
management. In reviewing the acquisition plan, participants
in the West Shore Study's Brown County Subcommittee identified
a conflict with regard to determination of certain unit
boundaries. A parcel contiguous to the "Long Tail Unit" was
not included in the acquisition plan, although a road flanking
the western edge of the property was observed to be the first
inland physical barrier. In addition, there are no houses on
the property, and the land use or habitat was observed to be
the same as on adjacent parcels which are identified for
acquisition.
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A general comparison of the physical resource base from the
Soil Survey of Brown County, Wisconsin indicates that the

soil type and wetness characteristics of the property in
question are the same as on adjacent parcels which are con-
tained within the acquisition project boundaries. The
habitat rating for this property from Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Study Wisconsin Great Lakes Shoreline is the same as

some adjoining areas included in the acquisition plan, because
the agricultural land use did not warrant them being rated

or considered valuable as wildlife habitat. In addition,

this property is a quarter of a mile closer to the shore-

line than other parcels sought for acquisition in the Long
Tail Unit.

The DNR indicates that the project boundaries may follow
property lines, and may omit certain parcels where ownership
of the land changes. In comparing possible criteria for the
prioritization of land to be acquired, ownership appears to
be the only correlating factor along portions of the boundary.
This presents a conflict in terms of not acquiring property
based on the inherent natural value or wildlife productivity
that are identified in previous studies.

13. Potential Access Site to the Bay on Harbor Lights Lane

Problem/
Conflict

The Green Bay West Shores Master Plan Concept Element iden-
tifies a potential access site to the Bay on Harbor Lights

Lane within the proposed Long Tail Unit in the Town of Suamico.
Town of Suamico officials participating in the West Shore
Study identified problems with providing public access at the
site because of physical/environmental limitations, inadequate
policing, and the potential for littering, vandalism, etc.

This site was the subject of a 1977 DNR public access proposal
which received largely negative comments during the A-95
review process.

Additional problems with the proposed access site, as noted
by West Shore Study participants, are the costs that would
be associated with dredging Dead Horse Bay for boat access,
and the fact that the Suamico boat launching facility is
within three miles of the Harbor Lights Lane location.

14. Suamico River

Problem/
Conflict

a.

Water Quality

The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan has
identified a number of water quality problem sources along
the portion of the Suamico River within the West Shore Study
area. These include the Howard-Suamico School District, and
areas suspected of being affected by animal waste runoff
problems.




Possible

Resolution

Problem/
Conflict

b.

It was recognized during the production of the plan (1979-80),
that the construction of wastewater treatment facilities in
Suamico Sanitary District #1 would help alleviate water
quality problems such as the school district's, and the mal-
functioning septic systems which were the primary target

of a 1968 clean-up order issued by the DNR.

The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan contains recommendations aimed
at controlling the problems from animal waste runoff.

Harbor/Boat Landing

The Suamico River was identified as a problem area by West
Shore Study participants because it is in need of maintenance
dredging. Although commercial fishermen use the channel,

the facility is largely recreational. Thus it has not been
able to successfully compete with commercial harbors to ob-
tain the limited funds for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
dredging. The Brown County Marina plan indicates that the
Suamico River was one of eight sites evaluated in a selection
process for a county recreational boat harbor. A relatively
low benefit/cost ratio and rankings, however, did not lead

to its further consideration.

15. Suamico Sanitary District

Problem/
Conflict

al

Organization and Assessments

The Suamico Sanitary District #1 is a portion of the West
Shore Study area which has been the subject of controversy
and conflict during much of the West Shore Study. Although
many of the problems may now officially have subsided, the
legality of the Sanitary District's creation was challenged
by over 51 percent of the property owners in the district,
and construction/installation of the sewage system is taking
place Under a degree of protest.

The assessments being levied for hook-up, frontage feet, and
user charges were questioned by some district members as
being both high and inequitable.

Conceptually, however, installation of the system is in agree-
ment with the attainment of 1972 Federal Clean Water Act
objectives, with recommendations in The Upper Green Bay Basin
Water Quality Management Plan, and with the Brown County

Sewage and Solid Waste Plan, which proposed that the base

area be sewered by 1985.
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Problem/
Conflict

Problem/
Conflict

b.

C.

Boundaries

The Suamico Sanitary District #1 boundaries as shown in the
Facilities Plan Update for Wastewater Collection and Treat-
ment System and Water Supply for the Suamico Sanijtary District

Brown County, Wisconsin were identified as a problem by a
number of West Shore Study participants. The district, in
some cases, is serving isolated concentrations of development;
and long connector lines, adding to the relatively high cost
of the system, were needed to service these areas. The con-
flict of opening up marginal wetland areas for development

by installing sewers vs. the need to service already existing
residences in "trouble areas" was cited as an additional
problem.

Sewer Qutlet Pipe

The discharge location for the Suamico Sanitary District #1
wastewater treatment facility will be near the mouth of the
Suamico River as it enters Green Bay. This has been cited
as a potential problem by West Shore Study participants be-
cause it may present an obstacle to navigation, due to its
location with respect to the Suamico River harbor channel.
Given the existing littoral drift pattern, potential water
quality deterijoration on the "downdrift" portion of Long Tail
Point commonly used as a swimming beach was also questioned,
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16.

17.

18.

Little Suamico River

Problem/ The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan has

Conflict identified a number of water quality problem sources along
the portion of the Little Suamico River contained within the
West Shore Study area. These include suspected animal waste
runoff problems and streambank erosion problems.

Possible The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan contains recommendations out-

Resolution Tlined to help curb the problems listed. Elimination of septic
failure problems in the area is projected by creation of a
sanitary district and installation/use of a sanitary sewage
system (presently under construction).

Clifford Marsh

Problem/ Clifford Marsh, as shown in the Tibbet-Suamico Unit of the

Conflict Green Bay West Shores Master Plan Concept Element, is a
Tland-Tocked™ piece of state owned property. West Shore
Study participants have observed a problem with hunters
neglecting private property owners' rights in gaining access
to the state Tand. This is a specific example of a general
problem noted to be occurring throughout the West Shore
Study area.

Little Suamico Sanitary District

Problem/ The Facilities Plan for Little Suamico Sanitary District

Conflict No. 1 Wastewater Collection and Treatment System, recommends
serving the four geographically separate areas of Sobieski,
Little Suamico, Sobieski Corners, and Geano Beach-Lade Beach.
A potential problem area identified is Geano Beach, because
this area will not be incorporated in the sanitary district
as originally planned. The Sewer and Water Plan Oconto
County, Wisconsin concludes that a serious problem with
respect to water and sewer exists in the Geano Beach-lLade
Beach area. A sanitary district is thus recommended.

Construction has begun on a sanitary sewage system which
will initially serve the unincorporated communities of
Sobieski and Little Suamico. Meanwhile, local officials
participating in the West Shore Study have voiced concerns
about the high cost of the system, and complained that near-
by areas with septic system problems will not be serviced.

Construction of the sewage system is in general agreement
with attaining the objectives of the 1972 Clean Water Act,
with the recommendations of the Upper Green Bay Basin Water
Quality Management Plan; and it complies with a clean up
order issued in 1971 to correct the problem of septic system
malfunctioning.
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19.

20.

Town of Abrams Sanitary District

Problem/
Conflict

Possible
Resolution

It was noted by participants in the West Shore Study's Oconto
County Subcommittee that the Town of Abrams had started, but
later dropped, planning for a sanitary district. The Town
has experienced a rapid rate of population growth during the
period 1970-79 (over 39 percent according to DOA estimates).
Concern was expressed that if the DNR would now issue a
"clean-up order", as it has already done for nearby com-
munities along the West Shore, then planning and sewage
system installation would be much more expensive due to
inflation.

The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan in-
dicates that a sanitary survey conducted in June 1976 by DNR
Lake Michigan District personnel found that many of the septic
systems were malfunctioning. There were three instances
where sewage water appeared on the surface. This tends to
confirm locally raised concerns about the potential for
issuance of clean-up orders.

The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan suggests that steps should

be taken collectively by the Sanitary District, or by each
residence with problems, to improve this situation. The
Sewer and Water Plan Oconto County, Wisconsin (1971) recom-
mended a public water system, and a centralized sewage system
because of the topography and drainage problems.

Pensaukee Lacustrine Forest

Problem/
Conflict

The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast
identifies the "Pensaukee Lacustrine Forest” as a large
natural history area (NA-3). The area is privately owned

and its protection does not appear to be discussed specifi-
cally in any local plans or studies. Therefore, its natural
value, wildlife productivity, and open space attributes, which
are benefits to the public, remain uncertain because of the
private ownership. Much of the area is zoned "recreational"
under the Oconto County Zoning Ordinance; but this designation
does not preclude housing and other types of development,
which are permitted uses under this zoning category.

The Pensaukee Lacustrine Forest is contiguous to the Pensaukee
Wildlife Area Unit of the Green Bay West Shores Master Plan
Concept Element, and to land sought for state purchase. The
overwheTming majority of this area, however, is not identified
or prioritized for acquisition despite its high quality wild-
1ife habitat. The problem of the protection and future dis-
position of this natural area remains to be addressed.

[
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21.

22.

23.

24.

Pensaukee River

Problem/ The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan

Conflict identifies several water quality problem sources along the
portion of the Pensaukee River contained within the West
Shore Study area. These are: suspected animal waste run-
off problems, streambank erosion problems, and construction-
related runoff problems due to housing developments.

Possible The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan contains recommendations out-
Resolution 1lined to help control the non-point-source poliution problems.

Proposed Coal-Fired Power Plant Site

Problem/ An area in the southwest portion of the Town of Oconto has

Conflict been identified by the Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
as one of three potential sites for locating a new coal-fired
electric generating plant. This identification has led to
the development of two factions: those favoring construction
of a new power plant in the Town of Oconto and those opposing
such construction. A number of local meetings - both organi-
zational and informational - have been conducted regarding
various facets of the proposed construction. Different as-
pects of the proposed project are perceived as potential
problems by different groups.

Oconto County Forest

Problem/ The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast

Conflict identifies the "Oconto County Forest" as a natural history
area (NA-3), primarily because of its size. The area is
largely county owned, but contains private inholdings. Most
of the area is currently zoned for "forestry" under the
Oconto County Zoning Ordinance, thus affording a degree of
Tegal protection by prohibiting year-round residences ex-
cept by variance. A remaining problem is the future dispo-
sition of private inholdings within this natural area.

Oconto City Park

Problem/ City Park 1is actually one and one-half miles to the south of

Conflict the City of Oconto. The 1980-85 Qutdoor Recreation Plan for
the City of Oconto recommends a number of major improvements
for the site, including the addition of sand to the beach,
relocation of a parking lot, and rehabilitation of the park
pavilions. Nevertheless, the Oconto Park Board has indicated
that the park's future is tenuous. The location of the park
outside the city 1imits has made policing of the area difficult.
Littering, curfew violations, and vandalism have been re-
curring problems.

3-17



25.

26.

Possible An exchange of ownership may be accepted, if another public
Resolution entity (the county or town, for example) would agree to
manage the park.

City of Oconto-Sanitary Sewer Separation

Problem/ The City of Oconto has initiated work on & sewer separation

Conflict project. This was undertaken to eliminate the clearwater
portion of wet weather flows which have periodically over-
loaded and, consequently, necessitated bypassing of the
treatment plant. Portions of these wet weather flows have
thereby been discharged directly to the Oconto River.

Some West Shore Study participants have identified construction

practices used in this project as a problem. Namely, sewage
line work reportedly has been completed in some areas with-
out adequately repairing the streets which were torn up.

Possible Achieving the separation of storm and sanitary sewers will

Resolution be in general agreement with the goal of "fishable, swimmable"
water as set by Congress in the Clean Water Act of 1972, and
with the recommendations of The Upper Green Bay Basin Water
Quality Management Plan. In addition the Facilities Plan
for City of Oconto Combined Sewer Separation Project notes
that all adverse impacts would be short term in nature,
associated with the construction period.

Oconto Harbor Development

The Oconto Harbor Study proposes a four-phase, three million dollar
development to upgrade the existing harbor facilities located at the
mouth of the Oconto River. The study report indicates: that there pre-
sently do not appear to be any major environmental impacts which would
inhibit development of the harbor; that a sufficient demand exists to
support a full service marina at Oconto; that the demand for the develop-
ment of a large scale commercial harbor at the mouth of the Oconto River
appears to be small; and that the master plan is realistic and can be
developed within the city's financial capabilities if funding opportu-
nities are pursued and private developers are sought out.

While participants in the West Shore Study's Oconto County Subcommittee
did not react negatively to the concepts contained within the Oconto
Harbor Master Plan, and generally appeared to agree with the idea that

a sufficient demand exists to support a full service marina, a number of
potential problems/conflicts were identified.

a. Economic Support for Implementation
Problem/ West Shore Study participants questioned whether there would

Conflict be enough local financial support or private investors to
make achievement of the Master Plan realistic.

3-18



27.

28.

29.

b. Breakwater Extension and Dredging

Problem/ Although the Oconto Harbor Study reports that there do not

Conflict appear to be any major environmental impacts which would in-
hibit development of the harbor, and recommends conducting
an environmental analysis well before final design of major
facilities is underway, the required permits and funding for
extension of the south breakwater and dredging may be major
hurdles to clear enroute to harbor development.

A problem noted was the fact that the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Kewaunee Project Office was not made aware of the
QOconto Harbor Study with its associated Master Plan.

c. Recreational vs. Commercial Development

Problem/ While the Oconto Harbor Study concludes that the demand for

Conflict the development of a Targe scale commercial harbor at the
mouth of the Oconto River appears to be small, participants
in the West Shore Study's Oconto County Subcormittee felt
that the reason for the harbor's present status is the lack
of influential backing. A naturally deep channel a short
distance off the breakwater was cited as an example of the
harbor's potential.

Little River

Problem/ The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan

Conflict identifies suspected animal waste runoff problems along the
portion of the Little River (tributary to the Oconto) within
the West Shore Study area.

Possible The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan contains recommendations to
Resolution help control the problems indicated.

Town of Little River Bulkhead Line

Problem/ Local officials from the Town of Little River have indicated

Conflict that a problem exists because of the inability of the Town
to get approval for a municipal bulkhead 1ine and ordinance
for the purposes of Green Bay shoreline stabilization and
protection.

County Line Swamp

Problem/ The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast iden-

Conflict tifies this large parcel which extends into Marinette County
as a natural area of county or multi-county significance
(NA-2), primarily because of its size (see also #31, Marinette
County). The area is largely county owned, and managed as
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30.

part of the County Forest System; but there are private in-
holdings, especially along the periphery. Most of this
natural area in Oconto County is zoned "recreational" or
"forestry," the latter of which affords a greater degree of
protection. "Recreational" zoning under the Oconto County
Zoning Ordinance does not prevent residential and other

types of development in those portions of this natural area
which are so zoned, and in private ownership. Problem gaps,
therefore, are the protection and future disposition of
private inholdings in this natural area.

North Bay Shore Recreation Area

The Oconto County Outdoor Recreation Plan recommends the completion of

this park as planned, provision of a high level of maintenance, dredging
of the boat ramp area, and the expansion and development of the beach area.

Participants in the West Shore Study noted several problems which exist
related to this recreation area. These are tied to physical limitations

at the site, or to the legal framework regulating environmental alterations.

a.

Problem/
Conflict

b.

Problem/
Conflict

C.

Problem/
Conflict

Sedimentation via Roadside Ditch

Flooding in the park area has historically been a problem
during periods of spring runoff and major storm events.
However, when Oconto County Highway "Y" was reconstructed to
eliminate a right-angle bend, an erosion and sedimentation
problem developed which is associated with the roadside ditch
(see also #32, Marinette County). The ditch itself has eroded
severely, and the unstabilized steep banks continue to be

a problem. When the park has been subjected to overflow from
the "stream" in the past, it has acted as a deposition trap
for sediments, creating a potentially recurring problem in
maintenance.

Infilling of the Boat Launching Channel

Because of sediment transport and deposition via the upstream
ditch (letter "a" above), and the 1ittoral drift pattern of
Green Bay in this vicinity, the park boat launching channel
may be very subject to infilling. This may necessitate fre-
quent dredging, and is a problem both from the standpoint of
maintenance costs, and dredge spoil disposal.

Expansion of the Beach Area

Recent periods of high water (1973-1975) and storm events
have reduced the extent of "high ground" in the park along
the Bay of Green Bay. A sizable area of the park which was
reported to have been "dry" at one time is presently a wet-
land. Oconto County has worked with the permitting agencies
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to establish guidelines for the placement of fill needed to

meet park objectives. However, further expansion of the

beach area, as is recommended in the Oconto County Outdoor
Recreation Plan, would require additional approval by the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the filling of a wetland.

The shoreline erosion potential at the park site may additionally
necessitate frequent maintenance if the beach is expanded.
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3.

32.

County Line

Swamp

Problem/
Conflict

Ditch Along

The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast
identifies this large parcel which extends into Oconto County
as a natural area of county or multi-county significance
(NA-2), primarily because of its size (see also #29, Oconto
County). The area is mostly county owned, but there are
private inholdings along the periphery. Local zoning does
not protect tnhe portions of this natural area in Marinette
County which are not in public (county) ownership. There-
fore, the protection and future disposition of private in-
holdings within this natural area are problem gaps.

County Highway "Y"

Problem/
Conflict

Possible
Resolution

Participants in the West Shore Study identified a problem
with the ditch along County Highway "Y" in Marinette and
Oconto Counties (see also #30A, Oconto County). A former
stream flowing south to Green Bay was channelized to this
roadside ditch when roadway reconstruction took place. In-
stead of flowing due south to the Bay, the "stream" is now
diverted to the southwest with the road as it makes a bend,
and enters Green Bay at a location farther to the west than
it did originally.

A major period of runoff in the past caused the fine alluvial
and lacustrine sands of this ditch to erode away, leaving a
canal-like structure of a greatly exaggerated size and depth
stretching two miles inland from the Bay of Green Bay. Tge
by-product of this erosion was a severe sediment deposition
problem in the North Bay Shore Recreation area, including
the boat launching channel.

The unstabilized steep banks of the ditch continue to cause
erosion problems at the site, with gullying and recessional
fall lines moving back into the County Line Swamp, which may
be having detrimental effects on this natural area (see Nos.
29 and 31).

The Soil Conservation Service has made a series of recom-
mendations to help correct the problems, but to date none
have been implemented.

Implement SCS recommendations to help eliminate erosion and
sediment deposition problems.
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34.

35.

Peshtigo City Beach

Problem/ The City of Peshtigo, while participating in the West Shore

Conflict Study, indicated that a weed problem has caused the quality
of swimming to deteriorate at the city swimming beach on the
Peshtigo River.

Possible The Marinette County Outdoor Recreation Plan includes a pro-

Resolution posal that the City of Peshtigo should pursue improvement
of the swimming beach area by dredging the river and main-
taining the adjacent park. (The dredging would require the
proper state and federal permits.)

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee suggested a lake-related research project to de-
termine the source of the problem and possible corrective
measures.

Peshtigo River

Problem/ The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan

Conflict identifies a point source water quality problem along the
portion of the Peshtigo River within the West Shore Study
area. The City of Peshtigo/Badger Paper Mills, Inc. have
been cited with Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (WPDES) permit violations to the Peshtigo River.

Possible The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan indicates that a court settle-

Resolution ment has recently been reached on a revision of final effluent
Timits set by the DNR. Final plans for an activated sludge
system with subsurface aeration were approved in October,
1979, with a mandatory operational date of May, 1981.

A post-operation wasteload allocation model study will be

conducted to verify impacts on the Peshtigo River as a result
of imposed water quality-related effluent limits.

Peshtigo River Floodplain Forest

Problem/ The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast iden-
Conflict tifies this forest as a natural area of county or multi-
county significance (NA-2). The area is privately owned,
and its natural character is not protected to any appreciable
extent by zoning. It 1ies within the "agricultural” district
in the Zoning Ordinance of Town of Peshtigo, and much of it
is subject to the Marinette County Shoreland Zoning Ordinance.

The latter imposes building and tree cutting restrictions,
but not nearly to the extent required to protect its natural
value. A potential problem, therefore, is the continued
protection of the area in the future.
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37.

An additional consideration relative to the Peshtigo River
Floodplain Forest is the fact that it is contiguous to
existing public (state) ownership as shown in the Green Ba
West Shores Master Plan Concept Element. This parcel, an
NA-2 however, has not been identified or prioritized for
state acquisition. Nearby areas, on the other hand, are
being sought for state purchase and, while being rated as
"high quality wildlife habitat" in Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Study Wisconsin Great Lakes Shoreline along with this forest,
these areas are not specifically identified as possessing
special natural merit in the Natural Area Inventory.

Peshtigo Harbor Boat Access

Problem/
Conflict

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee have identified problems in the Peshtigo Harbor
boat ramp area which lies on the west side of the Peshtigo
River near its mouth. The parking was felt to be inadequate,
and the road too narrow. The area is shown in the Green Bay
West Shores Master Plan Concept Element as a continued

access site.

Peshtigo Harbor Area Disputes

An area to the east of the Peshtigo River's mouth in the Peshtigo Harbor
Wildlife Area was identified by participants in the West Shore Study's
Marinette County Subcommittee as being the source location for a number

of problems.

a.

Problem/
Conflict

b.

Problem/
Conflict

These are:
Land Ownership

Land along the Peshtigo River currently being utilized by
commercial fishermen has given rise to court suit and counter
suit between the fishermen and the DNR. The state has re-
portedly argued that, as squatters, the commercial fishermen
have no right to ownership and use of the land, while the
fishermen have argued to the contrary.

Roadway/Bridge Jurisdiction and Maintenance

Johnson Road, which leads from Marinette County Trunk Highway
"BB" south to an area currently utilized by commercial fish-
ermen, has been the subject of jurisdictional and maintenance
disputes. MWest Shore Study participants report that there
has been a three-way argument of an ongoing nature between
the commercial fishermen utilizing the narrow road and deter-
jorating wooden bridge, the State of Wisconsin, and the Town
of Peshtigo as to who is responsible for providing service
and maintenance for the road.
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39.

Peshtigo Point Area Black Muck

Problem/
Conflict

Possible
Resolution

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee identified a problem with "black muck" which ori-
ginates near Peshtigo Point on a seasonal basis. It was
observed to create water quality and aesthetic problems for
residents along Shore Drive.

Study participants felt the problem should be the focus of
special study.

Peshtigo Natural Areas

Problem/
Conflict

The Natural Area Inventory Wisconsin Great Lakes Coast
identifies a number of natural areas in the Town of Peshtigo
ranging in significance from natural history areas (NA-3),
to areas of county or multi-county significance (NA-2), to
areas of statewide or greater natural area significance
(NA-1). A1l of these natural areas have at least three
things in common.

First, the areas are currently in private ownership. Thus,
barring any protective agreements, their continued natural
status may be regarded as somewhat tenuous.

Second, the areas are not protected by local town or county
shoreland zoning. They are outside the jursidiction of

the Marinette County Shoreland Zoning Ordinance, and are
not protected under the "Agricultural District" of the
Zoning Ordinance of Town of Peshtigo.

Third, the areas do not appear to be discussed specifically
in local plans or studies; although the Marinette County
Qutdoor Recreation Plan recommends, in a general sense, that
a detailed study of "scientific areas" should be initiated
and a working program designed for future actions on these
unique features. Therefore their unique natural value, which
provides certain benefits to the public despite the owner-
ship status, remains largely unaddressed locally.

The areas are as follows:

-Ansul Patterned Dunes (NA-2)
-Bloch-Dry-mesic Forest (NA-1)
-Melka-Nicklaus Esker (NA-2)

-Peshtigo River Oaks (Bloch Oaks) (NA-2)
-Pine Forest Remnants (NA-3) (portions)
-Wayside (Kamin) Oak Pine Forest (NA-2)

0f these natural areas, the Bloch-Dry-mesic Forest (NA-1)
merits special recognition. The Natural Area Inventory
notes that the evaluation of sites as having statewide or
greater natural area significance (NA-1) simultaneously con-
veys the highest preservation priority to these sites, and
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40.

41.

Shore Drive

therefore it recommends that public and private agencies
closely involved in land acquisition or natural area pre-
servation give those NA-1 sites which are either privately
owned or outside of existing acquisition boundaries, top
priority as candidates for preservation. Acquisition is
suggested as one useful method of arranging for long-term
protection of these sites. Also suggested in the Natural
Area Inventory is that, whenever feasible, alternative
methods of land preservation should be explored.

The Bloch-Dry-mesic Forest is listed as one of ten NA-I

sites {out of a total of 48 sites statewide) which are
highlighted because of their exceptional natural area qualities,
and critical need for preservation action.

This natural area lies a quarter-mile away from state-
owned land in the Peshtigo Harbor Wildlife Area, and from
land the state is seeking for acquisition, as shown in the
Green Bay West Shores Master Plan Concept Element. Never-

theless, this parcel is outside of acquisition boundaries.

Bicycle Lane

Problem/
Conflict

Possible
Resolution

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee identified a problem along Shore Drive (Marinette
County Highway "BB") because of bicycle traffic and the
narrow shoulder.

The Marinette County Outdoor Recreation Plan shows an existing
designated bicycle trail along this route, and reports an
increase in popularity of bicycling within the county, indi-
cating a need (according to the plan) for additional de-
signation of Tow volume traffic routes which can be considered
for marked bicycle routes.

West Shore Study participants suggested that a bicycle Tane
should be added along Shore Drive. The Marinette County
Qutdoor Recreation Plan proposes a bicycle trail on CTH "D"
going northwest out of Peshtigo. This may relieve some of
the non-Tocal or non-trip specific bicycle touring along
the problem route.

Area of Potential Well-Water Contamination

Problem/
Conflict

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee identified a potential problem with well-water
contamination for the residences located along Shore Drive.
Although contaminated water apparently has not been documented
by testing, failing septic systems have been observed.

The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan indi-
cates that septic systems create Tocal water quality problems

in the Upper Green Bay Basin because they can contaminate ground
and/or surface water and may create a public health hazard.
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43.

44,

Possible The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan provides a list of recommenda-
Resolution tions for developing a comprehensive countywide program aimed
at solving septic system problems.

The Sewer and Water Plan Marinette County, Wisconsin concluded
and recommended that the Green Bay Shoreline extending south
from the City of Marinette to near Peshtigo Point should
either be annexed to the city and served by sanitary sewers,
or should form a sanitary district. The plan indicates that
if a sanitary district is formed, arrangements would have to
be made with the City of Marinette for treatment of waste-
water. Additionally, the 1971 plan states that if a sewer
collection system is installed, private water systems should -
be adequate until 1991. (see also #42).

Proposed Town of Peshtigo Fire Well Sites

Problem/ It was reported by the Town of Peshtigo during the West

Conflict Shore Study, that application had been made for funding to
install several large wells in the town for fire fighting/
protection purposes. The funding application was denied be-
cause the sole or primary use of the wells reportedly could
not be for fire protection. This, nevertheless, has not al-
tered the Town's need in this regard.

Possible It was suggested during a meeting of the West Shore Study's
Resolution Marinette County Subcommittee that by having a large, deep
well installed near Shore Drive, it could be used as both
a municipal water supply for residents, and also fire fighting/
protection purposes. This, it was felt, would help solve
the dual problem of potential drinking water contamination
due partially to shallow wells, and the inability to obtain
grant funds for large wells used primarily for fire protection.

Leafe Road Site

Problem/ A site on Leafe Road one-half mile from Shore Drive was

Conflict identified as a problem during a meeting of the West Shore
Study's Marinette County Subcommittee. The problem exists
because former sand/gravel extraction operations have left
several water-filled depressions which are currently being
used for swimming. The underlying issues are trespassing,
safety, and potential littering and vandalism at the site.

Possible West Shore Study participants suggested the Leafe Road pro-
Resolution perty as a site for a day-use park.

Little River Access

Problem/ Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
Conflict committee identified a trespassing problem on land along
Shore Drive which is owned by the Little River Golf Club
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opposite the Little River County Park. Heavy use of the
area by fishermen was cited, especially during certain times
of the year. Camping in the area was also reported to have
occurred.

Possible - In order to relieve the trespass problems and provide ad-

Resolution ditional access, study participants suggested that a strip
of land be acquired from the golf course. This could be
consistent with further implementation of a recreation pro-
posal in the Marinette County Qutdoor Recreation Plan, which
identifies the Little River area as a primary starting point
for the county to begin its shoreline recreation program;
providing sanitary facilities, camping, and parking.

Shore Drive Swale/Ditch

Problem/ Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-

Conflict committee identified a problem with the dumping of brush in
a swale (small ditch) going down to the Bay opposite the
University of Wisconsin-Marinette Center. Section 5.4 of
the Marinette County Shoreland Zoning Ordinance requires a
conditional use permit for such activities.

Possible An access site to the Bay was suggested at this location by
Resolution study participants.

Highway 41 Marinette-Peshtigo

The Highway 41 Marinette-Peshtigo study recommends construction of two
additional 12-foot lanes with either intersections or a fifth lane to
allow left turns on the 4.7 mile stretch of USH 41 between Marinette

and Peshtigo. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (DOT) Six Year
Highway Improvement Program schedules this reconstruction objective in

1983, at a cost of nearly two million dollars (1980).

A number of problems related to this reconstruction project were dis-
cussed during West Shore Study meetings, most of them because local
officials and residents have shown support for the project, and wish to
see it through to completion. The problems are as follows:

a. Construction Schedule

Problem/ As noted, the DOT's Six Year Highway Improvement Program

Conflict includes the USH 41 reconstruction project in 1983. Recent
reports of funding cutbacks have suggested that the date
could be pushed back to 1985. In the meantime, the projected
increase in use is adding to the problem of existing traffic
volumes, which are presently higher than design capacity,
according to the Highway 41 Marinette-Peshtigo study. As
traffic increases, the efficiency of the highway in moving
traffic will steadily decline, and the accident rate is
likely to increase. Local residents participating in the
West Shore Study felt the four lane facility is needed now.
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Drainage Problem

A wetness/drainage problem was noted in the area between
Roosevelt Road and the Marinette city limits by participants
in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Subcommittee.

The problem was reported to be most serious in the area where
Roosevelt Road intersects with USH 41, the Chicago & North-
western Railroad Tracks, and 01d Peshtigo Road. Flow here
has been impeded, and water cannot pass under roadways.

The Town of Peshtigo is relying on the DOT to address this
problem in its engineering design study.

Need for Access Limitations

The Highway 41 Marinette-Peshtigo study cites a total of 43
commercial, 18 residential, and 18 public access points
along the 4.7 mile corridor between Marinette and Peshtigo
on USH 41, as of 1978. This, it says, is a critical impact
because of the potential for increasing the accident rate
with increased highway usage; and more restrictive access
control must be implemented to allow for the efficient move-
ment of traffic.

Measures suggested in the highway study to resolve the pro-
blem include placing limitations on the number and distance

between new access points, combining existing commercial access

points which are minimally utilized, and increasing setbacks
for future frontage road development.

The Department of Transportation has indicated that an up-
coming meeting will be scheduled in the area to discuss this
and other aspects of the improvement project.

Desired North Access Lane

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee identified a potential problem with the hazards of
entering and, particularly, existing the future four-lane
highway, and hitting gravel at high speeds.

Local officials from the Town of Peshtigo indicated that
they would like a black-topped access lane (shoulder) north
of the highway to keep traffic moving and circumvent these
potential hazards.

Desired Reconstruction of 01d Peshtigo Road
Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee suggested that 01d Peshtigo Road be reconstructed

and act as a service road along USH "41" when it is converted
to a four-lane facility. Problems identified with the pre-
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sent road that need correction include its narrow width,
numerous curves, and lack of a shoulder. A potential con-
flict was noted between the need to improve the road thereby
making it safer and speeding the flow of traffic, and the
need to maintain moderate speeds because of residences and
farming operations which transport slow moving machinery.

Red Arrow Park

The City of Marinette received a grant from the Wisconsin Coastal Manage-
ment Program in 1979-80 for restoration and protection of the beach area
at Red Arrow Park. A bid which was considerably lower than anticipated,’
however, was submitted to the city for the subcontracted removal of a
steel bin-wall and associated debris at the park beach. This resulted

in a surplus of grant funds, thereby allowing the city to enter a master-
planning phase for the park. The subcontracted removal of the bin-wall
and the plans for future park development have resulted in the identifi-
cation of two problem/conflict areas.

a. Dredging and Removal of Sand

Problem/ In the process of removing the steel bin-wall, the subcon-

Conflict tractor dredged a significant amount of material (mostly sand)
from the bottom of Green Bay, and removed in excess of 1000
cubic yards from the park site. Because the necessary per-
mits to do this had not been procured, the work accomplished
was in violation of Chapter 30.20 of the Wisconsin State
Statutes, Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899,
and Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. It was also in conflict with preliminary
(unpublished) park master plan objectives for the retention
of all possible sand.

The respective agency officials (state and federal) were
under the assumption that a chain, cable, or extractor would
be used to remove the bin-wall, and that only incidental
amounts of sand would be removed in so doing.

The City of Marinette, the Wisconsin DNR, and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers have reached an agreement with respect

to the violations which occurred; and a small fine was levied
against the City of Marinette and the contractor by the State
of Wisconsin. The DNR conducted an environmental assessment
prior to issuing an "after-the-fact" permit.

b. Land Ownership

Problem/ Participants at a meeting of the West Shore Study's Marinette

Conflict County Subcommittee identified a conflict in ownership claims
between the City of Marinette and private citizens over cer-
tain land parcels in the Red Arrow Park vicinity. The pro-
spective implementation of the Red Arrow Park Master Plan
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will have a definite impact on the disputed properties, and
visa-versa. As a result, a special meeting through the Green
Bay West Shore Study was called to discuss the issue; and

all parties who expressed an interest were invited to attend.

Both the City of Marinette and the private citizens who
state claim to the land presented written “documentation"
of their right to ownership, and each side maintains that
the legal papers possessed by the other are invalid.

It was a consensus recommendation of those present at the
special meeting for Red Arrow Park that:

In order to settle the land ownership dispute and con-
sequent impacts on the Red Arrow Park Master Plan, the
issue needs to be settled in a court of Taw.

Sea Gull Bar Overuse

Staff from the state Scientific Areas Preservation Council
identified a problem with persons overusing Sea Gull Bar,
causing damage/disturbance to sensitive vegetation com-
munities and bird nesting sites. This peninsula extending
southeast from Red Arrow Park is identified as a state
scientific area in the Matural Area Inventory Wisconsin's
Great Lakes Coast, which conveys a natural area significance
of at least statewide importance.

The West Shore Study's Marinette County Subcommittee discussed

Sea Gull Bar relative to the possibility of developing a
hiking trail for access. This idea, however, was met with
opposition as the scientific area status and migratory water-
fowl utilization were reviewed by meeting participants.

"Wisconsin's Program for Preservation of Natural Areas and
Other Minimum-Management Lands," indicates that scientific
area use must be limited to maintain quality, and that
specific accessibility and use restrictions be incorporated
into management plans for the protection of scientific areas.

48. Menominee River

Problem/
Conflict

The Upper Green Bay Basin Water Quality Management Plan

jdentifies a water quality problem source along the portion
of the Menominee River contained within the West Shore Study
area. The City of Marinette is currently using conventional
activated sludge treatment for its wastewater. The problem
is a combined storm and sanitary sewer collection system,

in which wet weather bypass is sometimes necessary to pre-
vent flooding of the treatment plant. This results in a
partial discharge of raw sewage directly into the Menominee
River, and a violation of Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (WPDES) permit specifications.
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Possible

The Upper Green Bay Basin Plan recommends that the City of

Resolution Marinette should complete separation of storm and sanitary

sewers by June, 1982, and improve its operation and maintenance.

49. Marinette Harbor

Problem/
Conflict

A Report Upon the Comprehensive Plan Marinette, Wisconsin
includes A General Harbor Development Plan. Features of
this harbor plan present potential problems/conflicts be-
cause of the nature of the proposals. Specifically, filling
the South River Channel in a stretch approximately six city
blocks 1long, deepening the harbor channel three feet along
its length, establishing approximately 2000 feet of bulkhead
along the river channel and turning basin, and approximately
1000 feet of retaining wall along the South Channel, all
would require state and federal permits. Deepening the
harbor channel will require congressional authorization.

A complicating factor is that some of the bottom sediments
in the Menominee River are contaminated with arsenic and
present a toxic waste disposal problem.

50. Green Island

Problem/
Conflict

Possible
Resolution

Participants in the West Shore Study's Marinette County Sub-
committee identified Green Island, located in Green Bay, as
having potential use for scout groups. The private owner-
ship status, however, presents a problem in this regard be-
cause of trespassing.. Other suggested uses included a
conservancy or sanctuary because of the presence of colony
nesting birds. Related problems in this regard have been
accounts of people shooting "sea" gulls, and the tenuous
status of the island because of private ownership.

It was felt by some study participants that Green Island
should be publicly acquired and perhaps included in the DNR's
Island Park. A problem noted in this regard is the fact

that the island was recently sold, and the price for the
state to acquire it, if this were possible, would now be much
higher. In addition, a DNR representative has indicated

that a small portion of the island containing a 1ighthouse
(1% acres) was recently offered to the state and turned down;
@n? tge Department would not actively be looking to acquire
islands. /

The Marinette County Outdoor Recreation Plan proposes that
Green Island should be studied in detail for its recreational
potentials and the possible inclusion of the island as a
multi-use county water related recreation area.
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CONCLUSION

The purpose of the Green Bay West Shore Study was to objectively and systema-
tically establish a process for analyzing the many components which interact
on the West Shore. The identification of problems and conflicts thus was
able to take place, as a necessary first step toward their resolution. In
this instance, the ability to "separate the pieces" was a prerequisite to

a better understanding of "the whole."”

The West Shore of Green Bay possesses some unique qualities; and the units
of government along this resource feature, the management agency represen-
tatives serving the area, and the local residents can all find a common ground
and source of "pride" in this uniqueness, and the potential opportunities
which exist because of it. The similarity of problems and concerns along
the West Shore should also serve to underscore the fact that it is an ap-
propriate geographical area to examine as a single unit. As proposed reso-
lutions or reactions to various problems/conflicts are shared, localities
within the West Shore Study area may be able to assist one another, due to
similar experiences that have been encountered. In addition, agency repre-
sentatives can become more attuned to local desires, concerns, and needs,
and local residents or officials can better understand agency perspectives
through continued participation in an open and cooperative forum.

The recurring nature of certain types of problems and conflicts, as seen in

a number of the specific areas discussed in this report, should help identify
where future efforts should be directed along the West Shore. If a particular
problem or conflict has repeatedly been identified in different locations,
this probably indicates that a broader perspective needs to be obtained,

and changes are needed so that similar problems/conflicts do not occur in

the future.

The fact that problems and conflicts exist along the West Shore should serve
as a cautionary note to all interests; that any proposed actions be thoroughly
investigated before large expenditures of time, effort, and money are com-
mitted toward specific projects. Comprehensive study can provide a savings

of both taxpayer doilars and private investment funds in the future, by re-
ducing the number of proposals that would be difficult to implement due to
oversights in the data gathering and analysis phase. This report therefore
seeks to convey the importance of coordinated planning activities along

the West Shore of Green Bay.

In part because of the desire to continue the process established for co-
ordination and conflict resolution along the West Shore, the Wisconsin
Coastal Management Program has extended funding support of the Green Bay
West Shore Study for a second year. Therefore, during 1980-81, the West
Shore committees will have an opportunity to continue using the assembled
data base, detailed maps, and technical expertise to pursue conflict reso-
lution efforts. Additionally, there will be an effort to achieve cooperative
protection agreements for the appropr1ate remaining natural resource areas
along the West Shore.
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There is a certain urgency to establish the wise use and preservation of
remaining significant natural areas and wetlands; and this need is particularly
acute along the West Shore of Green Bay, where numerous interests and use-
proposals are intensifying. At the same time, it is also very important

to provide for the needs and desires of those who wish to utilize this area.

A "balance" must thus be achieved, keeping in perspective the fact that the

wetlands of the West Shore are of regional, state, and even national importance.

As noted previously, the State of Wisconsin has initiated its West Shore
acquisition program. However, there are obstacles to any project of this
scope and size; and even though a parcel of land may be identified within

one of the designated units, that does not guarantee its acquisition. The
state acquisition plan indicates that condemnation will not be used to ob-
tain West Shore lands. When this fact is combined with escalating land
prices, support for the values of private ownership, and some local sentiment
opposed to public ownership and management, there are indicators that the
minimum acreage objectives for state ownership along the West Shore may not
be met, even though the DNR acquisition plan identifies this as being neces-
sary. Additionally, there are a substantial number of significant natural
areas, wetlands, and high quality wildlife habitats in this coastal area
which are not included in the state's acquisition plan. Many of these natural
areas, wetlands, and wildlife habitats should, however, continue to serve
vital natural functions, which can complement and enhance the prospects of
achieving the habitat management and recreation objectives outlined for the
West Shore in the state plan.

The state has indicated that it is economically feasible to acquire only a
limited amount of Tand along the West Shore. Therefore, if this area is to
retain its unique natural value and character, alternative means of preser-
vation, including private involvement, will also be necessary. To a certain
extent this is already occurring as some West Shore landowners, groups and
organizations, and local governmental units have strong sentiments toward
the stewardship and preservation of their lands. The 1980-81 West Shore
project, therefore, is seeking to address the opportunity to coordinate
private preservation on the West Shore along with the public proposals, in
addition to further pursuing the resolution of problems and conflicts in
this area.

The second year of the study will use the established Tocal involvement to
help determine which areas along the West Shore warrant preservation, and by
what means. The Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission, working through
committees, will continue*to provide technical assistance toward identifying
the areas along the West Shore which have physical Timitations so severe
that development should be precluded, or areas which because of natural
merit or sentiment are favorably "disposed toward preservation." As this
progresses, it will also become more apparent which West Shore areas are
most capable of supporting development, or are appropriate for extensive
usage (e.g. recreational activities, access, etc.). The underlying objective
will be to generate and sustain needed local support, by moving toward im-
proved management which will be of benefit to the natural resources and the
general public, yet provide maximum flexibility for use of the land by
private landowners.
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GREEN BAY WEST SHORE COMMITTEE

BROWN COUNTY

City of Green Bay
Paul Willems, Administrative Officer
Dale Preston, Principal Planner

Village of Howard
Jerome Horen, Trustee
Mary Roloff, Trustee

Town of Suamico
Andrew Bray, Chairman
Carol Schmitz, Appointed Citizen

Oneida Tribe of Indians
Michael Schaepe, Coastal Planner

OCONTO COUNTY

City of Oconto
William Bake, Mayor
Darwin Ferris, Appointed Citizen
Glenn Garvey, Park Board Chairman/SCS
Gerry McDowell, Green Bay Press-Gazette/Oconto

Town of Abrams
Gordon Falk, Supervisor

Town of Little River
Kevin Christopherson, Supervisor
Norman Bickel, Supervisor

Town of Little Suamico
Robert Rost, Chairman
Clarence Eckberg, Citizen

Town of Oconto
Milton Ellman, Supervisor
Richard Krueger, Citizen

Town of Pensaukee
Lloyd Bartels, Supervisor
Joyce Stoegbauer, Clerk
Allen Volk, Citizen
Bob Eckberg, Citizen
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MARINETTE COUNTY

City of Marinette
Robert Bjorklund, Alderman
George Vellella, Engineer
Glenn Troester, Marinette Eagle-Star/Oconto

City of Peshtigo
Steven Cota, Engineer

Town of Grover ,
Adolph Staidl, Chairman

Town of Peshtigo
Delmar Fritz, Supervisor

The Green Bay West Shore Committee also benefitted from participants
representing the following agencies:

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Green Bay Field Office
Richard Hibbard

University of Wisconsin Extension Service - Oconto County
Michael Spranger

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources - Lake Michigan District
Charles Higgs

Wisconsin Department of Transportation - District 3
Kenneth Nelson
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WEST SHORE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Brown County Planning Commission
Michael Parmentier

Green Bay Planning Department
Dale Preston

Neville Public Museum
Don Quigley
Don Windmuller

City of Peshtigo Engineering Department
Steven Cota

County Zoning Administration
Oconto County - Bernard Stodola
Marinette County - Ray Kamps

Economic Development Authorities/Corporations
Green Bay - Lee Utke
Oconto County - John Van Veen

Sea Grant Program - UWGB Sub-program
Dr. H.J. Harris

University of Wisconsin - Green Bay Faculty
Dr. Paul Sager

University of Wisconsin Extension Service
Brown County - Dr. David Smith
Oconto County - Michael Spranger
Marinette County - Robert Brisson

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources - Lake Michigan District and
Marinette Area Offices
Wildlife Management - James Raber
Dan Olson
Fisheries Management -Brian Belonger

Wisconsin Department of Transportation - District 3
David Harp

John Steinhauer

Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
Thomas Meinz

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Kewaunee Project Office
Robert Mundelius

U.S. Soil Conservation Service
Brown County - Tony Marini
Oconto County - Glenn Garvey
Charles Schneider
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Also invited to Participate:

Brown County Zoning Administrator's Offi?e

City of Marinette Engineering Department

Green Bay Port Director's Office

Marinette Chamber of Commerce

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Green Bay Field Office?
U.S. Soil Conservation Service - Marinette County3
University of Wisconsin - Marinettg Center Facu]ty4
Wisconsin State Historical Society

1
2

Participated in Green Bay West Shore Committee meeting.

Provided technical information and served on the Green Bay West Shore
Committee and Brown County Subcommittee.

3Provided technical information via correspondence and personal commu-

nications with Bay-Lake staff.

4Participated in Marinette County Subcommittee meeting.

5Provided technical information via correspondence and use of State

Historical Society records.



COUNTY SUBCOMMITTEE PARTICIPANTS
AND BAY-LAKE STAFF CONTACTS*

BROWN COUNTY

Lee Aanonsen, City of DePere

Fred Enderle, City of Green Bay Planning Department

Thomas Erdman, UW-Green Bay Richter Collection

Kenneth Euers, President, Brown County Conservation Alliance

Ronald Fassbender, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (Areawrde)

Jim Fossum, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Areawide)

Milton Geyer, Brown County Conservation Alliance

Samuel Halloin, Mayor, City of Green Bay

Steve Hansen, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Areawide)

Norman Hicks, Brown County Conservation Alliance

Paul Jensen, Isaak Walton League

Timothy Kubiak, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Areawide)
. Gordon Malchow, Town of Suamico

Robert Miller, Bay Renaisance, Inc.

Eileen Olson, Town of Suamico

Gordon Qlson, Town of Suamico

William Patzke, Brown County Planning Commission

David Picard, City of Green Bay

Terri Rand, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Areawide)

Ronald Spry, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Areawide)

Ted Thyrion, Brown County Conservation Alliance

Patrick Vaile, Brown County Planning Commission

Lisa Winston, Bay Renaissance, Inc.

Linda Woodie, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Areawide)

OCONTO COUNTY

Everett Carlson, Oconto County Planning and Zoning Committee
Bill Duaime, City of Oconto

Jeff Ferris, City of Oconto

Jackie Foster, Town of Little Suamico

Donald Kanack, Oconto County Planning and Zoning Committee
Terry Kroll, Soil Conservation Service

Greg Lamb, City of Oconto Community Development Block Grant Program
William Leigh, City of Oconto

Jim Lukas, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Ron Meier, Marvon Corporation

Hallie Newlun, Oconto County Planning and Zoning Committee
Dick Olson, City of Oconto

Michael Stearny, City of Oconto

Oscar Tachick, Oconto County Planning and Zoning Committee
Marvin Zorn, Oconto County Planning and Zoning Committee

*Includes only those individuals not recognized on the Green Bay West Shore
Committee or the West Shore Technical Advisory Committee.
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MARINETTE COUNTY

Roger Amundson, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Lloyd Angwall, City of Marinette

Ranald Arnold, Town of Peshtigo

Clarence Coble, Town of Peshtigo

Henry Drees, Mayor, City of Peshtigo

Ned Christiansen, Town of Peshtigo

Harvey Heck, City of Marinette

Mrs. Harvey Heck, Jr., City of Marinette

Ruby Heck, City of Marinette

Carl Johnson, Town of Peshtigo

Richard C. Johnson, Town of Peshtigo

Dr. Wendel Johnson, University of Wisconsin-Marinette Center
Roy Kane, City of Peshtigo

Edward Kowalski, Supervisor, Marinette County Board

Neil Kutchery, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Myrtle LaCombe, City of Marinette

Arlyn LaFortune, City of Marinette .

Peter Lindgren, U.S. Soil Conservation Service

Craig Lindsley, City of Marinette Department of Parks and Recreation
Leroy Lintereur, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Howard Lorenz, U.S. Soil Conservation Service

Christine Menzel, Milwaukee, WI

Dennis Mullen, City of Marinette

Michael Mullen, City of Marinette

Patrice Mullen, City of Marinette

Sharon Mullen, City of Marinette

Edward Parsek, Mayor, City of Marinette

Grace Pennings, Town of Peshtigo

Mrs. George Pestrui, Town of Peshtigo

Jerry Schultz, City of Marinette

Florence Spitzmacher, Town of Peshtigo

Ralph Spitzmacher, Town of Peshtigo

Bi11 Stuart, City of Marinette

Nancy Stuart, City of Marinette

Theodore Suave, Vice-Chairman, Marinette County Board
Bernice Wachal, City of Marinette

Lyman Wacking, City of Marinette

Rose Weyer, Milwaukee, WI (Marinette property owner)
Robert Zutter, Town of Peshtigo



BAY-LAKE CITIZENS' TASK FORCE
ON COASTAL MANAGEMENT

Members of the Bay-Lake Citizens' Task Force on Coastal Management not
recognized elsewhere are thanked for their efforts with regard to the Green
Bay West Shore Study; especially:

Carmella Blecha

Hank Bredael

Merle Emond

Rufus Entringer

Jim Knorr

Dean Swaer

Cora Stencil Vanderperren
Bernice Wingers
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12-28-78

To the Wisconsin Coastal Management Council

We, the undersigned County Board Chairmen, recognizing the many special
interests and perspectives involved on the Green Bay West Shore including
recreation, historical preservation, wildlife, energy production,
transportation, commercial and industrial development, shore property
owners, etc.; and recognizing that there is a need to look at the many
special purpose plans developed for the West Shore; believe there is a
need for local officials, citizens, state agencies and other interested
parties to coordinate activities, to review existing plans, to identify
potential conflicts and to work together to resolve these conflicts.

For the above reasons, we believe such a process should be established
and that Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission is the appropriate agency
to coordinate this "Green Bay West Shore Study".

Brown County conto Eounty‘ Marinette County
Board Chairman Board Chairman Board Chairman
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12-28-78

To the Wisconsin Coastal Management Council

We, the undersigned County Board Chairmen, recognizing the many special
interests and perspectives involved on the Green Bay West Shore including
recreation, historical preservation, wildlife, energy production,
transportation, commercial and industrial development, shore property
owners, etc.; and recognizing that there is a need to look at the many
special purpose plans developed for the West Shore; believe there is a
need for local officials, citizens, state agencies and other interested
parties to coordinate activities, to review existing plans, to identify
potential conflicts and to work together to resolve these conflicts.

For the above reasons, we believe such a process should be established

and that Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission is the appropriate agency
to coordinate this "Green Bay West Shore Study".

CClnit Clire

Brown County Oconto County Marinette County
Board Chairman Board Chairman Board Chairman
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GREEN BAY WEST SHORE
GENERAL ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND PROBLEM

An important aspect of the Green Bay West Shore Study was the identification
of general issues, concerns, and problems. Throughout the course of the
study, local officials, area residents, and agency personnel were consulted
for their viewpoints regarding the perceived status quo along the West
Shore, and the most pressing needs warranting additional attention. These
expressions of general issues, concerns, and problems span all of the
specific problem/conflict areas identified in this report. Their resolution
would require policy-level decisions, in addition to site-specific actions;
and their importance must not be overlooked.

This appendix contains the issues, concerns, and problem areas identified
and prioritized by participants at the final committee meeting of the 1979-
1980 Green Bay West Shore Study. To a certain extent, the lists represent
a culmination of the discussions conducted during the study. The final
meeting was open to all previous participants in the West Shore Study as
well as to others having an interest in the area. In addition, the par-
ticipants had an opportunity to reflect upon some of the issues, concerns,
and problem areas discussed during the course of the study.

The meeting participants were divided into three small groups, where a
"Quasi" Nominal Group Technique was used to allow individuals to identify
and prioritize "issues" independently of the others present. They were
asked to express their own viewpoints, without imposing any restrictions on
style, content, phrasing, etc. The similarities between and within certain
of the lists, therefore, reflects the fact that input was obtained from the
meeting participants without influencing them. The 1ists were then compared,
and priorities subsequently established.

It should be noted that the rankings for the issues, concerns, and problem
areas identified in this appendix represent the priorities as established
by those present at the 1979-80 West Shore Study final committee meeting,
but may not be the only things of importance along the West Shore. Other
"issue" 1ists were developed; and the minutes from 15 meetings organized
as part of the Green Bay West Shore Study, plus minutes from the Bay-Lake
Citizens' Task Force on Coastal Management, reflect both similar and ad-
ditional concerns of importance. Nevertheless, the 1ists which follow can
probably serve as a good representative sampling of the issues, concerns,
and problems which are most apparent along the West Shore of Green Bay.



GREEN BAY WEST SHORE STUDY
1979-80 PROJECT FINAL MEETING

IDENTIFICATION AND PRIORITIZATION OF ISSUES,
CONCERNS, AND PROBLEM AREAS*

July 31, 1980

Group I

-Water quality - pollution

-Land use conflict:wetlands/industrial development; disregard for
laws protecting public interest (illegal activities)

-To increase understanding of the value of wetlands

~Preserve natural resources

-Preserve land for future generations for hunting, fishing, recreation,
etc.

-Upland erosion prevention/controls

-Dredging and disposal activities

-Private vs. public ownership of natural areas and management conflicts
-Put DNR land purchases to good use

-Recreational faci]if%es: boat landings, park areas, etc.

-Need for improving existing sanitary facilities

*Number 1 denotes the highest priority
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Group II

[¥V] ~No
. .

4.
(tie)

(tie)

(tie)

-Development occurring without aid of local planning and zoning

-Preservation of prime agricuitural land

-Preservation of significant natural areas and historic sites
-Impact of future industry

-Public relations

-Nonpoint source pollution of Bay and its tributaries

-Public access to shore areas for multi-purpose recreational uses
-Financial help for "forced" sewer projects

-Planned development of rural areas

-Development of recreation facilities for residents and tourists
(stimulate economy)



Group III

1. -Appropriate land use

2. -Tax incentive for wetland preservation
3. -Better land use control - acquisition system
( 4. -Air and water quality (many listed concerns fit this)
tie)
-Pollution on the Bay
5. -Dredge disposal
(tie)
-Need for local land use planning
-Lead shot vs. steel shot
-Identify recreational opportunities
6. -Acquisition
7.  -Put DNR purchased land to a good use
(tie)

-Adequate public access to public lands

-Wanton development - negative

-Preservation from residential development for quality wetlands
-Conf]fct commercial/industrial development

-Future hunting problems and hunting property land



1

Full Committee**

1. -Water quality - pollution

2. -Appropriate land use
3. -Land use conflict:wetlands/industrial development; disregard for
laws protecting public interest (i1legal activities)

4, -Preservation of significant natural areas and historic sites

5.  -Development occurring without aid of local planning and zoning
(tie) -Better land use control - acquisition system

6. -Preservation of prime agricultural land
(tie) -Tax incentive for wetland preservation

7. -To increase understanding of the value of wetlands

8. -Preserve natural resources

**Prioritizing the top three issues/concerns/problem areas raised by each of
the Small Groups I-III (Four "issues" were included from Group I because of
a tie).
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DRAFT

SIX YEAR
HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT_PROGRAM
1980 - 1985]
Wisconsin Department of
Transportation, 1979

The Six Year Highway Improvement Program 1980 - 1985, describes the
Wisconsin Department of Transportation's recommended six-year highway
investment program for the State Trunk Highway (STH) System. The first
two years of the program are consistent with the approved budget for the
1979-81 biennium. Accomplishment of the entire program depends on the
funding to be provided in the subsequent two bienniums.

The recommended six-year program is a specific schedule of highway-related
projects for the 1980-85 period. In the Department's judgement, the
recommended highway program provides the best possible balance between the
many competing needs for highway improvement in light of revenue constraints
and the social, economic and environmental impacts of various program
alternatives. The Department recognizes that there are important interrel-
ationships between highway improvements and other forms of transportation
and has sought to address many of these interrelationships. Future six-year
program documents will include proposed investments for other modes (p. V-1).

The report presents:

-The program development process

-Trends and current highway conditions and revenues

-Program choices and tradeoffs

-A detailed project listing arranged by Transportation District

-Relationships between the proposed highway improvements and
various other transportation modes

-A discussion of Federal Aid

-Major Project Deficiency Data

The table on the following page 1ists the highway projects within the West
Shore Study Area; and the accompanying map shows the study area in relation
to State Transportation District 3 and its Six Year Highway Program.

In the six-year programming process, major projects are defined according
to definitions developed for past biennial budgets:

-the continuous relocation of a highway segment 2.5 miles or more in
length
-the addition of a continuous traffic lane 2.5 miles or more in length

Additional projects which are costly, have significant impacts, or which may
be controversial also are generally included within the Major Project Progra

Area (p. V-1). '

]This summary was prepared by the Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission in
April, 1980, for use in the Green Bay West Shore Study. It is based largely
on Construction Program excerpts from the Six Year Highway Improvement Program,

1980-19@52.as they apply to ?he West Shore Study area. Page numbers in paren-
theses indicate source location in the full document.
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Figure A-§ TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT 3
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Interstate Highway 43 in Brown County is the only major project within the
West Shore Study Area recommended during the Six Year Highway Program. When
the Tower Drive Bridge completes the freeway link between the East Shore

and the West Shore of Green Bay over the mouth of the Fox River, there will
potentially be some major impacts as businesses and industries on the City
of Green Bay's east side are made easily accessible to individuals wishing
to live in the rural/suburban areas of the West Shore. Likewise, the West
Shore will be made much more accessible for the many interests which will
seek to utilize it.

Minor reconditioning consists of resurfacing plus widening of pavement and/

or shoulder repaving. Reconstruction means total reconstruction to improve
maintainability, geometrics and traffic service, generally on existing
alignment and generally requiring additional right-of-way (Program Highlights,
p. 4). Projects falling into these two categories within the West Shore
Study Area are the minor reconditioning of State Highway 41 between Suamico
and Abrams, and the reconstruction of STH 41 between Peshtigo and Marinette.

The reconstruction of STH 41 between Peshtigo and Marinette may have important
impacts in the northern part of the West Shore Study Area as this segment

is converted to four lanes. Traffic movements and development patterns are
1ikely to be affected.

In the candidate project category (not funded in the Six Year Program), im-
provements to State Highway 29 in the Green Bay vicinity could significantly
improve accessibility and, in turn, stimulate regional economic growth and
increase environmental impacts (p. V-12). These impacts, however, would
likely be felt only on the southwestern fringe of the West Shore Study Area,
and not be closely tied to most West Shore associated issues. The Green Bay
bridge replacements on the other hand (see table), could have an important
impact on Green Bay port activities, as ships carrying a large portion of
port buik commodities must navigate upstream under these structures.
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